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I
STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS: Jan. IS, 2008 - April

27,2009'

AUDIT REFERRAL

Citizens for Arien Specter and Stephen Hannelin, in his official
capacity as treasurer

RELEVANT STATUTES
AND REGULATIONS: 2U.S.C.§441a(aXlXA)

2U.S.C.§441a(0
UC.F.R.§103.3(b)
HC.F.R.§110.1(a)
llC.F.R.§110.1(b)

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED: Audit Documents
Disclosure Reports

28 FEDERAL AGENCIES CHECKED: None

I. INTRODUCTION

This matter was generated by a Commission audit, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 438(b), of

Citizens for Aden Specter ("CFAS") covering the period January 1 , 2003 - December 3 1 , 2004.

On December 7, 2007, the Commission approved the Report of the Audit Division on CFAS, and

1 A number of violation! occurred during 2003-2004. Between January IS. 2003 and April 27. 2004. Citizens for Arlen
Specter received excessive contributions prior 10 the primary election, representing the range of dates lor which the
statute of limitations was calculated.
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1 on December 21,2007, one of the four findings (Finding 1) was referred to the Office of the

2 General Counsel for enforcement. Attachment 1.

3 The Audit revealed that CFAS received $1,052,812 in potential excessive contributions from

4 individuals and an additional $21,850 in potential excessive contributions from nine political

5 committees.2 Prior to the Audit, CFAS untimely refunded $ 12,250 of the individual contributions

rvj 6 and, in response to the interim audit report ("lAR"), sent untimely redesignation or reattribution
«H

CD 7 notices for contributions totaling $895,669 and documented additional untimely refunds of
(N

JJ 8 $22,091.3 CFAS failed to comply with the 60-day time period allowed for redesignation or
O
O 9 reattribution under the applicable regulations. However, during the audit, CFAS was permitted to
*H

10 make late presumptive reattributions in lieu of making refunds, consistent with a similar

11 Commission instruction made in the audit of Martinez for Senate (MUR 5959). After the Final

12 Audit Report ("FAR") was written. CFAS demonstrated that an additional $3,250 had been

13 refunded and $ 1,010 had been disgorged to the U.S. Treasury. Individual contributions of

2 The majority of these funds were from sums raised prior to the primary electkm ami resulted from CFAS fiuling to
•end individuals notification of election designation and contributor reattribution. The Commission's regulations
provide for two types of reattribution in instances when a contribution is made by a written instrument upon which
more than one name is imprinted. First, pursuant to 11 C.F.R. § 1 l0.1(kX3X"XA), contributors nay send in a writing
signed by the contributors whose names appear on the instrument attributing the contribution among them (£«., a
"written reattribution"). Second, under 11 C.FJL § 110. l(kX3)(«XB), a committee may notify contributors of its
intention to reattribute the contribution among the names printed on die instrument but provide the contributor the
opportunity to request a refund instead of the reattribution (i.e., a ••presumptive reattribution*'). In each case, the
reattribution must be executed within 60 days of the committee's receipt of the original contribution. The "presumptive
reattribution" regulation was promulgated after the 2002 election cycle (January 1,2003 effective date) to address
so-called "paper" excessive contributions. •'Paper*' excessive contributions occurred when it appeared contributors
intended to have their contributions attributed among joint account holders, but failed to submit two signatures on the
written instrument or failed to submit a written reattribution form (i.e. they did not submit the appropriate "paper" and
this caused their excessive contribution).
1 The audit referral did not include any of the donors who made excessive contributions to CFAS. Our review of audit
records indicate that even after counting curable amounts, only three individual donors made excessive contributions
that were more than twice the then-applicable contribution limit, which is the threshold used for possible enforcement
action in prior election cycles. Further, none of these donors exceeded this threshold by more than $1500. Similarly,
audit records indicate that none of the nine excessive contributions by political committees were more than twice the
applicable $5.000 limit, which is the threshold used in prior election cycles. Accordingly, we are making no
recommendation to generate any of the excessive donors as respondents in this matter.
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SI 18,542 remain unresolved. CFAS addressed the $21,850 of excessive contributions from

nolitical committeex bv Hnciimentin0 untimelv refunds of SI 1 .500. The remainifia amount i

$10350 is unresolved.

Based on the information set forth in the FAR, we recommend that the Commission

reason to believe mat CFAS and Stephen Harmelin, in his official capacity as treasurer, acd

contributions in excess of the limitations of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as

7 amended, ("the Act'1) in violation of 2 U.S.C. § 44la(i) (Finding 1; Attachment 1 at 4-8).
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TV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. OpenaMURinAR08-01;

2. Find reason to believe that Citizens for Aden Specter and Stephen Hanndin, in his
official capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. f 441a(f) by accepting contributions in
excess of the limitations of the Act;

3.'

4. Approve as Factual and Legal Analysis the Report of the Audit Division on Citizens for
Arlen Specter, approved by the Commission on December 7,2007;
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S. Approve the appropriate letters.
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Thomasenia P. Duncan
General Counsel

BY:
Date Mark D. Shonkwiler

Acting Deputy Associate General Counsel

Counsel

Attorney

Attachments:
1. Report of the Audit Division on Citizens for Arlen Specter
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Report of the
Audit Division on the
Citizens for Arlen Specter
January 1,2003 - December 31, 2004
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Why the Audit
Was Done
Federal law penmts the
Coounitsion to conduct
audits and field
inveatigationi of any
political committee that is
required to file reports
under the Federal

(the Act). The
Commission generally
conducts such audits
when a committee
appears not to have met

substantial compliance
with the Act1 The audit
determines whether the
oonunittBe complied with
the limitations,
prohibitions and
disclosure requirements
of the Act

Future Action
The fii *m*ilsiioo may

action, at a later time,
with respect to any of the
nutters disnisied in this
report

1 2U.S.C|43*(b).

About the Campaign (p. 2)
Citizens for Alien Specter is the principal campaign committee
for Aden Specter, Republican candidate for the United States
Senate from the state of Pennsylvania, and is headquartered hi
Philadelphia, PA. Par more information, jee the chart on the

Financial Activity (p. 2)

o Rom Individuals
o Rom Political Party and Political

Action Connmtteei (PACi)
o Tnuufen from Authorised

o Offints to Operating Expenditures
o
o Total
Disbursements
o Openring Expenditure!
o RefandiofContriborinnt
o Total Disbursements

$ 11,944,289

2,586,558

100.277
78^02

333,263
$ 15,042,589

$20,176,701
115̂ 19

$20^91,920

(P-3) -
• Rempt of Contributions That Exceed Unn^
• Disdosiire of Contributions from PoUtical Party

and PACs (Finding 2)
0 K/BooxQjDB6DUUE TOT J9isouisements CFlnQuui 3 j
• FaUuretoTirndyFik48HburNotk^(Rnding4)
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Parti
Background
Authority for Audit
Thii report is based on an audit of the Citizens for Alien Specter (CFAS), undertaken by
the Audit Division of the Federal Election Commission (the Commission) in accordance
with the Fecknd Election Campaign Act of 1971, as smended(^ The Audit
Division conducted the audit pursuant ID 2 U.S.C. H38(b), which peradts the
Cfcmmisaon to conduct audits and fidd in vestigri

oo required to file • report under 2 U.S.C§434* Prior to conducting any audit under this
O subsection, the Commission must perfbnn an intemalieview of reports filed by selected
rvj <*mimitfr*» to detenniiie if the reports fitod by a partic^
J~J requirements for substantial compliance with the Act 2 U.S.C. $438(b).

^ Scope of Audit
*T This audit exj

1. The receipt of excetiive contributions and loans.
2. The receipt of contributions from prohibited sources.
3. The receipt of transfers from other authorized committees.
4. The disclosure of contributions and tnnsfen received
.5. The disclosure of disbursements, debts and obligations.
6. The consistency between lepoxted figures and bank records.
7. The completeness of recoids.
8. Other commitlee operations necessary to the review.
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PartH
Overview of Campaign

Campaign Organization
TmpArtent Dates 1
• DatR of Registration
• Audit Coverage

Headamuters

• BankDeDOsitories
• Bank Acoounts

Trsaaurer
• Treasurer When Audit Was Conducted
• Treasurer During Period Covered by Audit

Managmiiit Inftniuatkiu
• AflfflldtKf PUP n«Mip«j|g)n ttnancm figminar

• Used Commonly Available Campaign
Manasffrnmt Software Package •

• Who Handled Aocoundng and
RecoidkeeoinK Tasks

CtttasDi for Arien Specter
December 28, 1992
Januaty 1, 2003 - December 31, 2004

Philadelphia. PA

3
1 Checking, 3 Money Market, 1 Savings
and 12 Investment Accounts .
•
Stephen J. Hannelin. Esq.
OtanhMi T HarnMilht Ran

Yes
Yes

Paid Staff

Overview of Financial Activity
(Audited Amounts)

o Contiibutioiisftomhdividuals

Conmritti
from Political Party
ndPACs

o T^anan^frcmiAiitfaorizpdOiinniiftrics
o OfliMDitoOpeCTtiiigEroenditares
o OtfaerReceipts
Total R
o Op«adngILii)eiidltmes
o ReflmosofContribations
Total

$5.768^79
11544.289
2,586.558

100.277
78.202

333.263

20,176.701
115̂ 19

$28091^20
$519,248

AmCHMEKT



Partm
StunmRries

Findings and Recommendations
Finding 1. Receipt of ContrOrations Tliat Bzoeed Uxnits
The audit disclosed that CFAS received excessive contnlwtions from indviduals and
politics! c^ffiinFttiggfi, most caused by its fttlm to Mod individutli notification of
election designation s^ccutributor attribution. WitfareipecttocontributionifiRim
individuali, CFAS addreued the $1,052,812 it iuue by documenting untimely refunds of
$12,250 and, in response to the interim audit report, sending untiinelynx1c»ignaNon or
rcattributnn notices for cxntiributiou
untimdy refund! of $22,091. Contributions of $133,152 remain unresolved. Included in

G evidence that the refund checki have been negDtiated. CFAS addressed the $21.850 of
O excetttvecootributionifrompoUticalcoimniaBeibydocu^
H $11̂ 00. (For more detail, see p. 4)

Finding 2. Disclosure of Contributions from Political
Party Committees and PACs
CFAS did not properiy diadow the receipt of contribution! from political party
committees and PACi totaling $322,809. The di«ci^)andeiweie primarily incooect
addiMMi and inoumct election to date totalt. In xetponae tone interim audit report,
CFAS filed amended report! that corrected the discrepancies. (For mote detail, see p. 9)

Findings. Recordkeeping for Disbursements
Reviews of operating expenditures and contribution refond^ indicated that 7% ai^
respectively, of the disbucsemeuts were not properiy documentftd, The disbursements
wereallgreater than $200 and there were no canceled checks w vendor mvoices. In
reaponse to the interim audit report, CFAS provided copies of canceled checks that
corrected the discrepancies. Ofor more detail, see p. 10)

Finding 4. Failure to Timely File 48 Hour Notices
CFAS did not timdy fflo 48 hiwr notices to
primary election. In response to the intermiaud^ report recommendati^
acknowledged mat the notices were not filed timely, and explained the steps it has taken
to ensure timely filing of reports. (For more detail, see p. 11)



Part IV
Findings and Recommendations

| Finding 1. Receipt of ContributioiM That Brceed Limits |

The audit disclosed that CFAS received excessive contributions from individuals and
political committees, mott caused by in ftture to send intividuals notification of

Hj election designation and contributor attribution. With respect to contribution! finom
N individuals, CFAS addressed the $1,052,812 at issue by documenting untinBly refunds of
IH $12,230 and. in response to the interim sudft repo^ sending untimely redesignation or
UD reattribution notices for attributions totaling tt^
™ untimely refunds of $22,091. Contributions of $133,152 remain unresolved. Included in
^ tins amount is $4,260 that CFAS indicates has been refunded, but has not provided
o evidence thst the refund cbecks Have been negotiated. CFAS addressed the $21,850 of
O excessive contributions from political committfirs by documenting untimely refunds of
H $11.500.

A. AiithoriBedCtauiilttee Limits. An authorized committee may not receive more
than a total of $2,000 per election finom any one person. 2 U.S.C J441t(iXl)(A) and 11
GFR«110.1(a)and(b).

B. n«auiH«g rv«*HhitfioM That Appear iTwp«a«hp«. ff a ccMDinittfie leceives a
contribution that appeais to be cxccssjye,tiiecoiiiniittpei^^

• return the questionable contribution to the donor, or
• deposit the contribution into its federslsccountsndkee^

account to cover all potential refunds until the legality of the contribution is
established. HCFR«1033(bX3)and(4).

The excessive portion may also be redesignated to another electian or reattributed to
another contributor as explained below.

C ¥««8aTlgirtl'"B rfiNtfiMii • rwitHhMrtiiM. The committee may ask the contributor
to redesignate the excess poition of the contribution for use in another election.

• The committee must, witiun 60 fe
retem t signed redesigiistion letter which infoons the contributor thst a refund
of the excessive potion may be requested; or

• reftmd the excessive amount 11CP* M110.10>X5). HO-10X2) and
1033(b)(3).

Notwithstaoding the above, when an airthorizedpofiticalcoomiitteereodves an excessive
contribution from an tndividusi or a nonHiiaM
presumptivdyred^gnarfltfaeexcesriveporticntothegenerdd^
contribution:



Is nude before that candidate's primary election;
Ii not designated in writing for t particular election;
Would be excessive if treated as t primary election contribution; and
AB redesignated, does not CHUB the contributor to exceed ny other

itrihuttan limit.
Al«n| fr* flnmmfrfiiift may pammptgngly n*Wifln«t« Hi* im*ri»* pflfftltm gf t

election contribution back to the primary election if the amoumrededgnated d
exceed the coxnmitteevi primary net debt position.

Ttocominitteeis reqiiixed to notifying
™ . ftdaysofthettcasurer'srecdptofthecoitf^
^ optkm to receive a reftmd instead. I^tUi action to be valid, the committee must retain
^ copiet of the notices Knt. Preiumptive mdntipiationi apply only within the tame
U ejection cycle. HCFR5110.l(bX5XilXB)&(Qan<iaX4)(ii).
fM

^ • D. ReatbibiitionofEaceaiiveCoiitribationi. Whmanautiioiizedconimitteeicceivei
^ an exoeanve contribution, the cciianiiOee.nttyaakm^
m intended to be a. joint codiribution BJCBI moic than one penon.
*H • Thecominitteeniiiit.wilhmttdayiofiecdptofte

retain a reattributlon letter **ffFMlH by all contributon; or
• refund the exceative contribtttion, 11CFR {{110.100(3). HO. 10)0) and

1033(bX3).

Nbtirtthstanduig the above, any exceiaivecontxibiitibn that waa made on a written
inioimient that ii imprinted with the nan^
anoiiK me individuala listed unless instmcted otherwise by me contributor(s). The
committee must infbcm each contributor

• How the contribution waa attributed; and
• That the contributor may inttead request a refund of the exceaaive amount 11

CFR$110.1(kX3XiiKB).

For mis action to be valid, the coinniidee must letahi copies of the notices lent 11 CFR
»110.1QX4Xii).

•

A. Ezcetst^OmtrlbirtloBsfhxnlD^^
The Audit staff's review of contributions made by individuals revealed that CPAS
icriveden^ve contribution Of these
excessive contributions. 859 totaling $1.121,347 were excessive for the primary election
and 33 totaling $60,000 were excessive for the general election. Included in the
excessive amount are refunds totaliqg $12,250 that were not made mttimdym In
most cases, CPAS either reattributed me excessive poctioos to the origmalcooliibutors'

orredesii^aiedtheexcesdveportKxMtoth^ However, for these
contributions CPAS dM not provio^evkience of tmid
or provide evidence that the oonbibiattB were notified of any preaunm^
or redesignation made by CFAS. Of these excessive contributions, $1,126,557 (95%)

Al



would have been resolved had CPAS notified contributor* under the pcesumptive
d/or reatliibidioni lulei.

B. Ernesto Contributions from Other Political Committees
The Audit staffs review of contributions from p^
revealed that CPAS received excessive contributions tot̂ g $21,850 from 9 poUtical
committees. Included in the excessive amount were refunds totaling $11,500 that wexe
not made in a timely manner.

w These mitten were presented it the exU conference along wim
r] emxs. The CPAS representative stated mat written redofiyirtion/reattribution lettea
.. uiiiMi not •v»q«M« md fft.f |nr̂  5yf ffr> ffî ffit.rinM/pMftrilint̂ f î yy nyyfr pv .̂ fly.
^^ "10 telephone.
nsi
^ After the exit conference, CPAS provided a letter and copies of two solicitations with
5" reply cards that explain that its omtributois were infonned on icsponse cards and otfier
««t GftflBDsUflal XUeMBCleUfl OK iDi) ^JQ^DBUsMIOfl ft lOflUlfluOQI flDO GODinDUDOlE UflQflKB ^wOOOIQl&ft

M to CTAS, "Given the presence of tins language on the reply cards, those who contributed
money in excess of the hmit nor me pnmary ̂ "T '̂fl" confinned the presumption

primacy election Mniraign would also niprwi the fl*iu^il.fjlipctioii flfinpiiffi of the same
candidate. See 67 Fed. Reg. 69.928.69,930 (Nov. 19.2002)." CFAS further stated that
the individuals identified by the Audit staff did not contribute in excess of $4,000 to me
primary and the general election campaigns. The Audit staff accepts that contributions
ttxyrnipaniedbysoUdtationmstBriaUtnatw
deariy state the electioo(s) to which the contribution(s)wUl be applied are sufficient in
demonstiatmg the {xxitcUniton'intent As such, these contributions were not included to
the amount of excessive contributions. However, the remahihig contributions were not
accompanied by solicitation mslerialsor were wx^nnpanied by solicitation materials that
did not meet the requisites above. As a result, the Audit staff could notconfirm the
contributon' intent ffrfittfaflfr contribution be do§j£nnfftcl to multiple elections or that their
contribution be attributed to •nothflf todividuai.

btarim
The Audit t^ffrtKxmiiffuwffd**1^ GPAS:
• Provide evidence demonstrating that the contributions wen not excessive. Evidence

ftf tftliffitiHion cards complfftiful by thft gontributoif at ftp tgai|M| 5tf fN?lr contribnttoti
and that dearly intern the contributed of the Imiitatioiis; timely notifications aem to
contributors eligible for presumptive redosignation and/be reattribution; or, timely
iefunda,red6sigiiations,orreattribiitions
me fiontandbsjckof negotisjBdiefundchecfcs)or;
Absent such evidence, CFAS should send notices to those cootributon that were
eligible for presumptive redesignatkm and/or reattributkx^
those contributon how the contribution was designstedandAor attributed and offering
the contributors the option of receiving a refund of the excessive portion. CFAS

AI1M



should provide evidence to the Audit staff that the notices were sent Abaentthe
contributor's request for a refund, these notices obviate the need to refund the
contributions or mate a payment to the ILS. Treasury.

• For the remainmg excess* vecontribrf
CFAS mutt refund the excessive portion to the cratributon or pay the ainoum to the
US. Treasury and provide evidence of such refuiids (copies of the front and back of
negotiated refund checks); or

• If funds are not available to mate the necessary refund^ otiose the coatribirtions
requiring refunds on Schedule D (Debt ard Obligations) until funds become available
to mate such refunds.

rsj hiespttise to the interim aiidit report lecoomie^
H actions:
CD

™ First, CFAS provided adequate oVxurnentation to demonstrate soine of the era
<3T from individuals were not excessive. As a result, the Audit stiff reduced by $128,535 the
O amount of excesuve contributions from individuals to $1̂ )52,812 ($1,141347-
O $128435). TheAiitititsiriaiKivedcacea^
^ CFAS demonstrated that tteaawc^^

contributors and clearly staled the elections) to which thdr(xmtribution(s) were to be
applied. The Audit staff further leo îced trie excessiveamo«mt by $6^M
information and documentation that demonstrated the contributions were not excessive.

CFAS stated mat it hi^prflvJded check copies B"d solicitations for 106 contributors
were excessive by $168,984. CPAS claims that these contributions were acoompantodby
soUdtationsthatdeariymfonnedthecontributonof
from the excessive totals. CFAS also stated that it had provided check copies and
solicitation for 393 ccfltributont^ CFAS provided only
partial copies of theie wlictarttowatidcartendb the port
reouired language were miatakBiily not copied.

After reviewing this documentation, the Audit staff foiindn^ the majority of th6
soUdtatJons that CPAS provided in its response were astoriated with earlier
contributions that were not excessive. Some of these solidtations were for contributioiis
mate yem More the contributor be
limits were in effect Hie Audit staffcooduded these solicitations did not sufficiently
dffinftnstrstft tho contrilHi'w' faitBnt at ftp tj«n> the cmroisivp contributjont *tn «"•***» It
is also noted that CFAS provided dcxannentation for contributions that the ^
previously removed from the excessive total

In addition to the solicitations mentioned above, CFA^ provided a sampling of vvious
it hsd used duriiig the 2004 cyc^ AU of these solidtations contain the

required language cleariyststing the elections) to wtddite
applied. Rom ttia sampling, CFAS claims thai the Audh staff shouM be abte to iitt^
tJiatancontributDafnatri
contribution limits. However, the Audit staff notes that copies of several other
solicitations mat were examined during the review did not appear to contain thereof

ATOCHMEKT,



language. The Audit staff requested that CFAS suhimt complete copies of solidtations or
reply cards, but CFAS responded that they bad-provided all they could locale.

Second, CFAS provided evidence demonstrating that notifk^ons for contributions
nn •*!••» Mat hi

y to fend MM* nnrtfinartnn« •!•• provided

in other audlta. These notifications were sent for $895,669 of the excessto
that woe eligible under the presumptive rules, rn addition, CFAS refunded another
$12,841 of these contributions. CFAS provided evidence that $10,591 of these refunds
have been negotiated. Absent such evidence for the lemammg refunds of $2^50, the

^ Audit stafT connate thuaniount as unieaorved.
i""H •
rvj
H ' Third, CFAS provided evidence of untiniely contribution refunds for excessive ,
CD contributions that were not eligible for presumptive reattribution/redesignation totaling I
^ $13.510. CFAS provided evidence that $11,500 of these refund checks have been
^ negotiated. Abaem such evidence for the remaining refunds of S2tQ10t the A^^
Q considen this amount as unresolved.
o . . . . • .
H Fourth. CPAS provided evidence demonstrating that notifications were sent to political

/̂mipipH*** Tfgnf^ng ^ ^^^^t ̂ f -r*^ "̂* «"̂ «""*f «» !hfr grn*1*1 ^[fffftitni
However, since presumptive rules only apply to excesnvecxmtributions from individuals,
the Audit staff considers the $21.850 from the political committees as excessive.

In summary, the Audit staff reduced the amount of excessive contributions from
individuals to $1,052,812. CFAS provided evidence that notifications of presumptive

nf t̂ flHff

untimely contribution refunds were issiied for excessive contributions fr
touling $38.601 ($12̂ 30 + $12̂ 41 + $13̂ 10). Refunds totaling $4£60* ($2^50
$2,010) have been submitted without evidence of whether they have been negotiated
For the excessive contributions totaUng $21,850 from political committees, CFAS has
refunded $11,500. The Audit staff conriden the remaining excessive cootributions from
individuals totaling$122^02<$ll052,812-$895f669-$38i601 +$4^60) and the
lemdiiuigexceiaiveccmldbiitiGfiifko^
$11,500) aa unresolved.

In (be cue of travel
IIGRRfl02.9CbX2X



Finding 2. Disclosure of Contributions from Politi
Party Committees and PACs

CFAS did not properly disclose the receipt of contributions from political party
committeei indPACi totaling $322,809. The discrepancies were primarily incorrect
addresses and inrorrect election to date totaU. h
CFAS filed sfnrcidryl reports that corral the diacrep

Legal Standard
tf A. ItamiMflon Required tor Cte^^ An authorized

candidUB committee must Ify1^^ any contribution from, a political committee made
™ during the election cycle. 2 U.S.C. 5434(bX3)(B>.
(0
<N B. Election Cycle. The election cycle begin on the fint day following the dale ofthe
^ previous genend election and enda on the date of die next general election. 11CPR
* |1003(b).
O
H C Requli^ Information tor Cootributtonafh^

contribution from a political (xumnittee, the <x>nmdtteenuiat provide the fbUowing'
information: '

• The contributor's full name and addieai (including zip code);
• Tlie date of receipt (the date the committee received the contribution);
• The BBHQ™** of die contribution; "^
• The election cycle-to-date total of all contributions from the aame political

committee. 11CFR (§100.12 and 104.3(aX4) and 2 U.S.C fi434Q>X3XB). .

D. Beat EflbrtaEnaurea Compliance. When the treasurer of a political committee
shows that the committee used beat efforts (aee below) to obtain, maintain, and submit
the infonnation required by the Act, the committee's repocta and xecordawiU be
considered in compUance with the Act 2 U.S.C. 5432(h)(2)(i).

E. DeflnitioiiofBeatEflorta. Tbetreasui^ and the conimittee will be considered to
have used T>esteffortt" iftttecoirmrittee satisfied^ -

• AU written sou'dtations for contributions indudeo^
o A clear request for the cootributof^ fuD nanw,mailir^

and name of employer; and
o The stateokent that such repoiting is required by Federal law.

• WithmBOdaysai^therecdpCofthecootribiulon.tte
eflort to oblam the missing infonnation, in dther a written request or a

TT» treasure icpated any oontribite
provided by the contributor, was obtained in a foUow^ipcoiniminicatfton or was
contained in the committee's records or in prior reports that the committee filed
during the same two-year election cycle. 11 CFR (104.7(b).
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The Audit staffs teview.of contributioni from political paztycommittBet and PACs
levelled 263 contributor totaling $322,809 that were iiot property disclosed. Theenon
contiitod of reporting in inconect a&toss and/or election cycle to date total for the
potiticalcoflmiitteeonSdiodulesAQ^^ For the address errors, most
were amed by CFAS incorrectly disclosing the PAC contact name on the mailing
•ddreMlineofmeSchediikAiiiatBadoflheaca^ Ai for contributioni
repotted with an inconect election cycle to date total, the AudU staff iiotBS that these •
contributioni may have been cauaed by incontiitencywim data entry for contribudona
received from joint fundraisers and the fint twoiepordngpeiiodain2004.

NI.
^ Thii matter waipiesented at the exit conference along with wo^
H errori The CTASiepiBaentatiwatatpdUiatainBndmBrta would bo filed to correct mil
10 matter.
IN
^J Ik^^bi^kflHHHB ^^MM^IflA ^D^^KMK^Bf^^fc ^^B^K^hdfeMBMMM^BMBI^I^BlAfll^ttHBI ^feflAfll a^^tf^HMBMMBflA^b^K^Bl BV^A^B^IA^K/^H^B^k•^^•^np^pwvBBB ^•^^nBMwir AK^BlnBn^^E AK^B^3^B^ îB^^Ba^^Diana^uB^HBO^Bi ^I^Dja^L ^MVfl^^al^^BflXEKl^lVB ^DlMBMBBl^PlM^BaHVB

Q The AodititafT recommended that CFAS fiteaniendedSdieduleaAtoccirectlydiicloie
Q the receipt of itacootributioiisfirom political party committeea and PACi. Inretponaeto
*H the interim audit report, CFAS filed amended reports that corrected the disclosure

Ait

| Finding 3. Recordkeepfang for Digbnrgements

Reviews of operating expenditures and contribution refunds indicated that 7% and 11%,.
respecdvdy, of the disbursements were not properiyd\)cum^ The disbursements
were all greater than $200 and there were no canceled checks or vendor in voices. In
response to the interim audit report, CFAS provided copies of canceled checks that

For each disbursement, the treasurer of a
political committee must keep records on the:

Amount;
Date;
Name and address of the payee4;
Purpose (t brief description of why the disbuiienient was made—see below); and
If the disbunMinemwu made on behalf of acandidate, the ca^
*^*ff flffiteft affliajht Hy the'

• If tnedlsfriiaeinpmwM to excess of $200, the record
uvdcem^m the payee, or a canodled check or share d^aft to If me
disbursement was by credit card, the record most incliife the monthly;
or customer receipt and the cancelled check used to pay the credit card bill
2 U.S.C |432(cX5) and 11CFR «102.9(b).
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B. Required Supporting Evidence. For any single dUbunemem that exoeecU $200, the
tieasuier must alao keep a lecdp^ an invoice, or a cancded check^ 2 U.S.C. J432(cX5).

C Preferring Records and Copies of Reports. ThetreasoterofapoUtkudcomznittee
must preserve all lecoxds and copies of reports for 3 yean afte the rqxxt is filed.
2US.C.§432(<Q.

Ffcotsi fud Anj
The Audit staff leviewed operating expenditures on a sample basis. The review indJcated
thatapproxiniatdy7%ofopen^gexpendituieswere
oidy documentation avaUao^
datahaeft The enors were aU disbursement greater than $200 for which there were no
canceled checks, wire notices, zeports from the payroU service or vendor m voices.

in addition, the Audit staff's review of contributkmieftmds indicated mat approximately
11% of contribution refunds were not properly documented. For these erro^CFAS
Med to maintam a canceled check or any other documentstico

At the exit conference, CPAS's representative was informed of these matters. The
representative staled that he would provkte additional documentation relatmg to these
fxansactions.

tocommimdifiiii
The Aiio^t staff recoinmended that GFAS obtain and pro vide for Audit staff review, the
niissmgdocuinentationfordUbursements. m response to the mtermi audit xeporUCFAS
provided copies of fffffy^lftd **-h***K* that conected th

I Finding 4. Fmlltire to Timely Ffle 48 Hour Notice*

CFAS did not timely fUe 48 hour notices for contributioiistotamig $567̂ 50 prior to the
primary election, miesponse to the interimaiidBtreport iBcxmmn^
acknowledged that the notices were not filed tmiely, and explamed the steps it has taken
to ensure timely filing of reports.

(48HourNotke).
notices regarding contributions of $1^XX) or more recdved leu than 20 d^ysbu^
than 48 hours before any election in which the candidate is running. The Federal

; receive the notices within 48 hours of the coounitlee's receipt
c€ the contribution. This ink apph^ to aU types of contributions to any au
oomniittpeofthecaiidklalP.hicliidBng:
• Contributions from the candidate;
• Loans from the candidate and other non-bank sources; and
• BncVnements or guarantees of k>ans£tomb^ .
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Fmct»
A100% review of contributions of $1,000 or more received within the 48 hour reporting

. period for the primaiy election revealed that CFAS did not timdy file notices totaling
$567,250. The contributions requiring notices were all received between April 9,2004
and April 23,2004. However, the 48 hour notice filingi were all made on April 26,2004,
the day before the primary election in the slate of Pennsylvania.

The Audit staff addressed this matter at the exit conference. GFAS*a representative
stated that CFAS waa aware of the problem. The representative further stated that it was

& simply an oversight, and once that CFAS was aware of the pioblein, it fUedaU required
rH 48 hour notices. Rnthennore, he staled that notice were filed timely during the general
f^\l flaOCuOfl Dtt&OOa
•H

•~ Inteiiiii Audit Report RBCOIII inundation and Cciiiiiutttoc RoaipoiuM
^ The Audit staff recommended that CFAS piovibe evident that the 48 hour notices were
qr timely filed or submit any written comments it consideis relevant CFAS responded that,
O Msoonasitbecanieawsreolmeddaya,itritodallofthei^
O 2004 -the day before the primary. Tteddayedfinduiga were an isolated inddent, and
M CFAS filed all 48-hour reports in a timely manner prior to the general election.


